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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because it contains an embedded hyperlink and/or 
other form of browser-executable code (i.e., reference to www.hp opensource.com on 
page 4, line 8). Applicant is required to delete the embedded hyperlink and/or other 
form of browser-executable code. See MPEP § 608.01. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1,2,6,7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Huberman, U.S. Pat. No. 6,078,906. 

Re Claim 1: Huberman discloses an apparatus that stores bid information for 
services in a computer network, the computer network coupling processors and a client, 
wherein the client submits a job request for execution by one or more of the processors, 
comprising (Huberman, abstract; fig. 1): 

a service bus coupled to the computer network, wherein the service bus is coupled to 
the client and the processors (Huberman, abstract, col. 2, lines 65-66, col. 3, lines 1-4, 
the service bus is inherent); 
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a job ticket service coupled to the service bus, the job ticket service capable of storing a 
job ticket related to the job request (Huberman, abstract, col. 3, lines 54-60, The broker 
provides a job ticket service by handling requests for document services on behalf of 
customers, suppliers, service bus is inherent), and 

a bidding service coupled to the service bus, wherein the bidding service is capable of 
posting a notice of the job request, and wherein one or more of the processors submit 
bids to complete the job request the bids comprising bid information, and wherein the 
job ticket service stores winning bid information with the job ticket (Huberman, abstract, 
col. 3, lines 54-60, The broker also provides a bidding service because the suppliers 
can place competing bids to perform the job request, service bus is inherent). 

Re Claim 2: Huberman discloses the apparatus of claim 1 , wherein the bidding 
service comprises: 

an evaluation module that evaluates the submitted bids (Huberman, col. 3, lines 54-60, 
the bids are evaluated according to price); and 

an ranking algorithm that ranks the submitted bids on the basis of the evaluation 
(Huberman, col 3, lines 54-60; col. 4, lines 9-1 1 , inherently there is a ranking algorithm 
because the lowest bidder or the lowest few bidders are identified thus, there is a way to 
order or rank the bids). 

Re Claim 6: Huberman discloses the apparatus of claim 1 , wherein the bid 
information is provided to the client, and wherein the client selects the winning bid 
(Huberman, col. 4, lines 9-13). 
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Re Claim 7: Huberman discloses the apparatus of claim 1 , wherein the bidding 
service selects the winning bid (Huberman, col. 3, lines 54-60, the broker selects the 
supplier with the lowest bid). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 3-5 and 9-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Huberman, U.S. Pat. No. 6,078,906 in view of Gindlesperger, U.S. Pat. No. 

6,397,197. 

Re Claim 3: Huberman fails to disclose the apparatus of claim 2, wherein the 
evaluation module comprises client-supplied evaluation criteria. Gindlesperger 
discloses an apparatus, wherein the evaluation module comprises client-supplied 
evaluation criteria (Gindlesperger, col. 5, lines 2-6, the buyers in his request for bid has 
vendor selection critieria). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
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to combine the teachings of Huberman and Gindlesperger because the client is 
requesting that a job to be completed, and clients will not choose a business that is 
unable to fulfill the requirements of the job. Thus, there is a need for an evaluation 
module comprising client-supplied evaluation criteria. 

Re Claim 4: Huberman fails to disclose the apparatus of claim 2, wherein the 
evaluation module comprises industry-standard evaluation criteria. Gindlesperger 
discloses an apparatus, wherein the evaluation module comprises industry-standard 
evaluation criteria (Gindlesperger, col. 5, lines 7-10; col. 6, lines 65-67; col. 7, lines 1- 
16, vendor capability data evaluates vendors on industry standard evaluation criteria). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Huberman and Gindlesperger because the clients typically want cost effective options 
and quality products and services. Compliance with industry standards is indicative of a 
businesses ability to meet these demands. Thus, there is a need for an evaluation 
module comprising industry-standard evaluation criteria. 

Re Cliaim 5: Huberman fails to disclose the apparatus of claim 2, wherein the 
ranking algorithm includes weighting factors. Gindlesperger discloses an apparatus, 
wherein the ranking algorithm includes weighting factors (Gindlesperger, col. 6, lines 
33-36 and lines 54-58, In ranking the bids, weight is given to the number of vendors that 
have submitted a form disclosing vendor capability attributes, and the number of 
vendor's in the buyers bid pool that are approved for the transaction). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
teaching Huberman and Gindlesperger because both patents rank bids for printing and 
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other document services and algorithms are used to compute order and/or ranking and 
weighting factors are used in statistics to distinguish between factors of varying degrees 
of importance. 

Re Claim 9: Huberman fails to disclose the apparatus of claim 1 , wherein the 
job ticket comprises multiple branches, wherein the bidding service posts a notice for 
one or more of the multiple branches, and wherein the bidding service determines a 
winning bid for each of the multiple branches. Gindlesperger discloses an apparatus, 
wherein the job ticket comprises multiple branches, wherein the bidding service posts a 
notice for one or more of the multiple branches, and wherein the bidding service 
determines a winning bid for each of the multiple branches (Gindlesperger, col. 5, lines 
36-40). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Huberman and Gindlesperger because a clients 
(e.g., clients of printing/document services) typically require multiple tasks to be 
completed in bundles(e.g., printing, shipping, binding) and posting notices improves 
competition and makes the process more cost effective. 

Re Claim 10: Huberman discloses a method for using a job ticket service to 
store bid information for electronic services in a computer network, the computer 
network coupling processors and a client, wherein the client submits a job request for 
execution by one or more of the processors, comprising (Huberman, abstract, fig. 1): 
receiving a job request from the client (Huberman, col. 3, lines 54-60); 
posting a notice of the job request at a job ticket service center, the job ticket service 
center generating a job ticket corresponding to the job request (Huberman, col. 5, line 
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s4-6); 

receiving bids from one or more of the processors (Huberman, col. 2, lines 65-66; col. 3, 
lines 1-4; col. 5, lines 4-6); 

evaluating the bids (Huberman, col. 3, lines 54-60, the bids are evaluated according to 
price); 

Huberman fails to disclose a method further comprising: selecting a winning bid, 
wherein the winning bid includes bid information; and storing the bid information with the 
job ticket. Gindlesperger discloses a method comprising: 
selecting a winning bid, wherein the winning bid includes bid information 
(Gindlesperger, col. 5, lines 24-35 A winning bid is selected, the bid information must be 
included with the winning bid because the non-selected vendors receive the bid results 
data for the vendor who won); and 

storing the bid information with the job ticket (Gindlesberger, col. 5, lines 49-55, the bid 
information is stored with the job ticket because the winning bid/vendor's progress 
and/or completion of the job can be tracked. Thus, the bid information and the job ticket 
must be stored together). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Huberman and Gindlesperger because in 
auctions, bids for contract etc it is inherent that the submitted bids are evaluated and a 
best or winning bid selected. Furhermore, storing information regarding the winning 
bidder with the auctioned item, contract (e.g., job ticket) is customary as record of 
obligations (e.g., perform a service, pay). 
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Re Claim 11: Huberman fails to disclose the method of claim 10, wherein the 
evaluating step comprises evaluating the submitted bids against client-supplied 
evaluation criteria. Gindlesperger discloses a method, wherein the evaluating step 
comprises evaluating the submitted bids against client-supplied evaluation criteria 
(Gindlesperger, col. 5, lines 2-6, the buyers in his request for bid has vendor selection 
critieria). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
teachings of Huberman and Gindlesperger because the client is requesting that a job to 
be completed, and clients will not choose a business that is unable to fulfill the 
requirements of the job. Thus, ther is a need for client-supplied evaluation criteria. 

Re Claim 12: Huberman fails to disclose the method of claim 10, wherein the 
evaluating step comprises evaluating the submitted bids against industry standard 
evaluation criteria. Gindlesperger discloses a method, wherein the evaluating step 
comprises evaluating the submitted bids against industry standard evaluation criteria 
(Gindlesperger, col. 5, lines 7-10; col. 6, lines 65-67; col. 7, lines 1-16, vendor capability 
data evaluates vendors on industry standard evaluation criteria). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Huberman and 
Gindlesperger because the clients typically want cost effective options and quality 
products and services. Compliance with industry standards is indicative of a 
businesses ability to meet these demands. Thus, there is a need for industry standard 
evaluation criteria. 

Re Claim 13: Huberman discloses a method comprising: 
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applying a ranking algorithm to the evaluated bids (Huberman, col 3, lines 54-60; col. 4 t 
lines 9-1 1 , inherently there is a ranking algorithm because the lowest bidder or the 
lowest few bidders are identified thus, there is a way to order or rank the bids); and 
ranking the evaluated bids according to the ranking algorithm (Huberman, col 3, lines 
54-60; col. 4, lines 9-11, inherently there is a ranking algorithm because the lowest 
bidder or the lowest few bidders are identified thus, there is a way to order or rank the 
bids). 

Re Claim 14: Huberman discloses a method comprising: 
supplying the ranked bids to the client ( Huberman, col. 4, lines 9-13); and 
receiving a selection of the winning bid from the client (Huberman, col. 4, lines 9-13). 

Re Claim 15: Huberman discloses a method comprising selecting the winning 
bid from the ranked bids according to a standard algorithm (Huberman, col. 3, lines 54- 
60, the broker selects the winning bid from the bids ranked in terms of price, inherently 
there is a algorithm for this step). 

Re Claim 16: Huberman fails to disclose the method of claim 15, wherein the 
standard algorithm includes weighting factors. Gindlesperger discloses a method 
wherein the standard algorithm includes weighting factors (Gindlesperger, col. 6, lines 
33-36 and lines 54-58, In ranking the bids, weight is given to the number of vendors that 
have submitted a form disclosing vendor capability attributes, and the number of 
vendor's in the buyers bid pool that are approved for the transaction). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
teaching Huberman and Gindlesperger because both rank bids for printing and other 
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document services and algorithms are used to compute order and/or ranking and 
weighting factors are used in statistics to distinguish between factors of varying degrees 
of importance. 

Re Claim 17 Huberman discloses a method for controlling completion of a job 
ticket in a networked environment, wherein a plurality processors compete for selection 
to perform tasks related to the job ticket, comprising: 

posting a notice in the environment for one or more of the one or more tasks(Huberman, 
col. 5, lines 4-6); 

receiving bids from one or more of the plurality of processors for one or more of the one 
or more tasks (Huberman, col. 2, lines 65-66; col. 3, lines 1-4; col. 5, lines 4-6); and 
selecting a processor to complete a task based on the comparison (Huberman, col. 3, 
lines 54-60, the broker selects the supplier with the lowest bid). 

Huberman fails to disclose a method further comprising: defining one or more 
tasks to complete the job ticket; assigning performance criteria for each of the one or 
more tasks; and comparing the received bids for one or more of the one or more tasks 
to the assigned performance criteria. Gindlesperger discloses a method for controlling 
completion of a job ticket in a networked environment, wherein a plurality processors 
compete for selection to perform tasks related to the job ticket, comprising: 
defining one or more tasks to complete the job ticket (Gindlesperger, col. 5, lines 6-10); 
assigning performance criteria for each of the one or more tasks (Gindlesperger, col. 5, 
lines 2-6, the buyers in his request for bid has vendor selection critieria; col. 5, lines 7- 
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10; col. 6, lines 65-67; col. 7, lines 1-16, vendor capability data evaluates vendors on 
industry standard evaluation criteria); 

comparing the received bids for one or more of the one or more tasks to the assigned 
performance criteria (Gindlesperger, col5, lines 6-10, The vendor selection criteria is the 
tasks the buyer wants to have performed and serves as the minimum performance 
criteria, and it is even taken from the invitation-for-bid submitted by the buyer. Vendors, 
as part of their bid, must address vendor capabilities which is their ability to satisfy the 
industry criteria generally and the vendor selection criteria specifically. The buyer and 
vendor data is compared). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Huberman and Gindlesberg because clients (e.g., 
clients of printing/document services) typically require multiple tasks to be completed in 
bundles (e.g., printing, shipping, binding) and posting notices improves competition and 
makes the process more cost effective. and the client is requesting the completion of a 
job, and a client will not choose a business that is unable to fulfill the requirements of 
the job. 

Re Claim 18: Huberman fails to disclose the method of claim 17, wherein the 
performance criteria includes a minimum performance criteria, and wherein the 
comparing step comprises: 

comparing the received bids for the one or more tasks to the minimum performance 
criteria and discarding any bid that does not meet the minimum performance criteria. 
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Gindlesperger discloses a method, wherein the performance criteria includes a 
minimum performance criteria, and wherein the comparing step comprises: 
comparing the received bids for the one or more tasks to the minimum performance 
criteria (Gindlesperger, col. 5, lines 6-10, The vendor selection criteria is the tasks the 
buyer wants to have performed and serves as the minimum performance criteria, and it 
is even taken from the invitation-for-bid submitted by the buyer. Vendors, as part of 
their bid, must address vendor capabilities which is their ability to satisfy the industry 
criteria generally and the vendor selection criteria specifically. The buyer and vendor 
data is compared) and 

discarding any bid that does not meet the minimum performance criteria (Gindlesperger, 
col. 5, lines 6-10, Gindlesperger mentions what is required for the bids "qualify for, and 
to receive, a vendor's invitation-for-bid." In the alternative, the bids that do not qualify 
must be discarded). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention combine the teachings of Huberman and Gindlesperger because the client is 
requesting the completion of a job, and a client will not choose a business that is unable 
to fulfill the requirements of the job. Thus, it would make sense to discard the bids that 
do not meet the requirements of the job. 

Re Claim 19: Huberman fails to disclose the method of claim 17, wherein the 
performance criteria comprises a plurality of performance factors, and further 
comprising weighting selected one of the plurality of performance factors. 
Gindlesperger discloses a method, wherein the performance criteria comprises a 
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plurality of performance factors, and further comprising weighting selected one of the 
plurality of performance factors (Gindlesperger, col. 5, lines 6-10, The vendor selection 
criteria comprises a plurality of factors, namely the vendors ability to perform the 
required tasks. Furthermore, weight must be given to these factors because the 
number of vendors meeting the minimum approval is tracked along with whether vendor 
capability data attribute data was received). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Huberman to include the 
teachings of Gindlesperger because clients (e.g., clients of printing/document services) 
typically require multiple tasks to be completed in bundles (e.g., printing, shipping, 
binding) and weighting factors are used in statistics to distinguish between factors of 
varying degrees of importance. 

Re Claim 20: Huberman fails to disclose the method of claim 17, wherein the 
selecting step comprises: ranking the received bids based on the comparison, wherein 
a bid that is closest to the performance criteria has a best ranking; and selecting a bid 
that has the best ranking. Gindlesperger discloses a method, wherein the selecting 
step comprises: ranking the received bids based on the comparison, wherein a bid that 
is closest to the performance criteria has a best ranking (Gindlesperger, col. 5, lines 24- 
27 and 32-35); and selecting a bid that has the best ranking (Gindlesperger, col. 5, lines 
24-27 and 32-35). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify Huberman to include the teachings of Gindlesperger 
because ranking can be based on any criteria. For example, ranking can be based on 
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price, quality of service, number of service/product options, ability to fulfill job tasks etc. 
depending on what the objective for the ranking is. 

Re Claim 21: Huberman discloses a machine-readable program storage 
device, tangibly embodying a program of instruction executed by a machine in a 
networked environment wherein a plurality of processors compete for selection to 
perform tasks related to a job ticket, the program of instructions performing method 
steps for controlling completion of the job ticket the method steps (Huberman, abstract, 
col. 5, lines 61-67, Huberman discloses the use of computers in a network. Inherently, 
the computer possess a storage device., and embodies the program), comprising: 
posting a notice in the environment for one or more of the one or more tasks 
(Huberman, col. 5, lines 4-6); 

receiving bids from one or more of the plurality of processors for one or more of the one 
or more tasks (Huberman, col. 2, lines 65-66; col. 3, lines 1-4; col. 5, lines 4-6); 
and selecting a processor to complete a task based on the comparison (Huberman, col. 
3, lines 54-60, the broker selects the supplier with the lowest bid). 

Huberman fails to disclose: 
Defining one or more tasks to complete the job ticket; 
assigning performance criteria for each of the one or more tasks; and 
comparing the received bids for one or more of the one or more tasks to the assigned 
performance criteria. 

Gindlesperger discloses a method further comprising: 
defining one or more tasks to complete the job ticket (Gindlesperger, col. 5, lines 6-10); 
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assigning performance criteria for each of the one or more tasks (Gindlesperger, col. 5, 
lines 2-6, the buyers in his request for bid has vendor selection critieria; col. 5, lines 7- 
10; col. 6, lines 65-67; col. 7, lines 1-16, vendor capability data evaluates vendors on 
industry standard evaluation criteria); 

and comparing the received bids for one or more of the one or more tasks to the 
assigned performance criteria (Gindlesperger, col5, lines 6-10, The vendor selection 
criteria is the tasks the buyer wants to have performed and serves as the minimum 
performance criteria, and it is even taken from the invitation-for-bid submitted by the 
buyer. Vendors, as part of their bid, must address vendor capabilities which is their 
ability to satisfy the industry criteria generally and the vendor selection criteria 
specifically. The buyer and vendor data is compared). 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Huberman, U.S. Pat. No. 6,078,906 in view of Meltzer, U.S. Pat. No. 6,125,391. 

Re Claim 8: Huberman fails to disclose an apparatus, wherein the job ticket is a 
XML object. Meltzer discloses wherein the job ticket is a XML object (Meltzer, abstract). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to combine the teachings of Huberman and Meltzer because as Meltzer suggests XML 
based documents can be understood among different entities (e.g., businesses and 
their suppliers, customers etc.), the definitions tell what services the company offers etc. 

Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sara Chandler whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1 186. The examiner can normally be reached on 8-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hyung Sough can be reached on 571-272-6799. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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